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REMARKS 

In accordance with the foregoing, claims 1 , 3, 1 0 and 1 1 are amended. No new matter is 
added. Claims 1, and 5-9 remain cancelled. Claims 2-4, 10 and 1 1 are pending and under 
consideration. 

CLAIM REJECTIONS UNDER 35 U.S.C. §112 

Claims 3 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph relative to 
recitations involving the term "space" and "space outside the case." Applicants amend the claims 
herewith to clarify the claimed subject matter. In view of the claim amendments, Applicants 
respectfully request these rejections to be withdrawn. 

CLAIMS REJECTIONS UNDER 35 U.S.C. §103 

Claims 2-4, 10, and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,872,483 to Sugiura et al. (hereinafter "Sugiura"). 

Independent claim 2 patentably distinguishes over Sugiura at least by reciting a case 
having a holder frame, a first hemi-case and a second hemi-case. Sugiura does not disclose a 
case having such a structure. 

The outstanding Office Action does not indicate any element as corresponding to the 
case, and indicates mount brackets 166a and 166b disclosed at Sugiura's col. 8, lines 17-19 as 
rendering obvious the holder frame (see Page 3, item 6 lines 3-4 of the outstanding Office 
Action). A mounting bracket is not the same as a holder frame. According to the plain meaning 
which is in agreement with the use of the term in the specification, a frame is a border 
surrounding a definite perimeter. A bracket is different from a frame both in its plan meaning and 
as illustrated in Sugiura. 

Then, inconsistently, the Office Action also indicates the mount brackets 166a, 166b in 
FIG. 5 disclose the first hemi-case and the second hemi-case. Applicants respectfully submit 
that the mount brackets 166a, 166b of Sugiura do not anticipate or render obvious the hemi- 
cases recited in claim 2. Sugiura does not teach or suggest the mount brackets 166a, 166b 
being "movably attached to a [...] side of the holder frame." 

Additionally, Sugiura does not teach or suggest a springy member that "when the first 
hemi-case and the second hemi-case are moved in the separating direction, the two adjacent 
fuel cells are moved by the springy member, thereby increasing the distance between adjacent 
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two of the fuel cells." The Office Action indicates the leaf spring 160 of Sugiura as corresponding 
to the springy member and cites col. 7, lines 38-44 therein as disclosing the above-identified 
feature. However, the indicated portion of Sugiura and Sugiura's whole disclosure do not 
disclose the above-recited effect of the springy member as occurring "when the first hemi-case 
and the second hemi-case are moved in the separating direction." No inter-relation is disclosed 
in Sugiura between the leaf spring (which the Office Action alleges to correspond to the springy 
member) and the mount brackets 166a and 166b (which the Office Action alleges to correspond 
to the movable hemi-cases). 

In view of the above arguments, Sugiura fails to teach or suggest all the features recited 
in claim 2, so that claim 2 and claims 3 and 4 depending from claim 2 are patentably distinct. 
Accordingly, Applicants respectfully traverse, and request reconsideration of, the rejection based 
on Sugiura.^ 

In view of the above arguments, claim 10 and claim 11 depending from claim 10, 
patentably distinguish over the cited prior art at least by reciting a case comprising a holder 
frame, a first hemi-case and a second hemi-case attached to different sides of the holder frame, 
"the first hemi-case and the second hemi-case being movable in an approaching direction in 
which the first hemi-case and the second hemi-case approach up to a close position, and a 
separating direction in which the first hemi-case and the second hemi-case separate in open 
positions" so that "when the first hemi-case and the second hemi-case are moved in the 
separating direction, an interval between adjacent two of the fuel cells is increased." 

Applicants make a good faith effort herewith to enhance the recitations of claims 1 and 
10 without adding new features. 

CONCLUSION 

There being no further outstanding objections or rejections, it is submitted that the 
application is in condition for allowance. An early action to that effect is courteously solicited. 

Finally, if there are any formal matters remaining after this response, the Examiner is 
requested to telephone the undersigned to attend to these matters. 



* See MPEP 2131: "A claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim is found, either 
expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art reference," (Citations omitted) (emphasis added). See also 
MPEP 2143,03: "All words in a claim must be considered in judging the patentability of that claim against the prior 
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If there are any additional fees associated with filing of this Amendment, please charge 
the same to our Deposit Account No. 19-3935. 

Respectfully submitted, 

STAAS & HALSEY LLP 



Date: 

' Luminita A. Todor 

Registration No. 57,639 

1201 New York Avenue, N.W., 7th Floor 
Washington, D.C. 20005 
Telephone: (202)434-1500 
Facsimile: (202)434-1501 
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